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Collard Insect Control 
by E. A. Heinrichs, E. E. Burgess, and Charles A. Mullins * 
Collards, Brassica oleracea var. viridis, because of their nutri-
tional value, are important vege-
tables in the diets of many Teimes-
seans. According to a survey con-
ducted by R. D. Freeland of the 
University of Tennessee Institute 
of Agriculture, Tennessee produced 
1,544 acres of fresh and 4,405 acres 
of processor collards in 1971. Most 
were grown on the Cumberland 
Plateau and in West Tennessee. 
Many insects attack collard foli-
age. Flea beetle feeding causes 
"shot holes" in the leaf. Various 
caterpillars such as the cabbage 
looper, Trichoplusia ni (Hubner) , 
and the imported cabbageworm, 
Pieris rapae (L.), are capable of 
severe defoliation (Figure 1). If 
controls are not applied, heavy 
losses will generally occur. 
Some chemicals currently recom-
mended by the Institute of Agricul-
ture for collard insect control were 
tested and some new chemicals and 
biological preparations were evalu-
ated for effectiveness. Results are 
herein reported. 
Procedure 
The collard variety Vates was 
planted July 11, 1972, at the 
Plateau Experiment Station near 
Crossville. Treatments were repli-
. cated four times in a randomized-
block design, three 15-foot rows 
per replicate. Row width within a 
replicate was 12 inches with 18 
inches between treatments. Treat-
ments listed in Table 1 were applied 
with a 2-gallon, compressed air 
* Assistant Professor, Department of 
Agricultural Biology; Assistant Profes-
sor, Extension Agricultural Biology 
(Jackson), and Assistant Professor, De-
partment of Plant and Soil Science 
(Crossville), respectively. 
Page Thirty-Two 
Figure 1. Cabbage looper damage 
to collard foliage. 
sprayer at the rate of 50 gallons of 
spray per acre. Four treatments 
consisted of biological agents and 
the rest were chemical insecticides. 
Of the biological agents, IMC 
90013, Thuricide HPC, and Dipel 
are preparations of Bacillus thurin-
giensis Berliner. The former two 
are made by International Minerals 
and Chemicals and the latter by 
Abbott Laboratories. The biologic 
Viron/T is a cabbage looper specific 
virus. The chemical insecticide 
treatments Orthene and Dibrom are 
phosphates, Sevin and Lannate 
carbamates, and Thiodan a chlori-
nated hydrocarbon. 
Treatments were applied when 
insect damage became apparent 
September 1 and were repeated 
September 11 and October 9, 1972. 
Damage ratings were taken prior to 
treatment on the above dates and 
on October 26. 
Results 
Damage ratings in the untreated 
check progressively increased from 
1.5 on the first observation to 4.0 
on the last observation date (Table 
1). Most common insects feeding 
on the collards were cabbage loopers 
and the imported cabbageworm. 
Various flea beetle species, the 
diamond-back moth Plutella macu-
lipennis (Curtis) , and the cross-
striped cabbageworm Evergestis 
rimosalis (Guenee) were also pres-
ent. 
At the second observation (Sep-
tember 15), 2 weeks after the first 
application, all treatments except 
Viron/ T showed significantly less 
damage than the check. All treat-
ments had significantly less damage 
than the check on the third and 
fourth observations. Of these, Lan-
nate-treated plants had the least 
insect damage (0.3). 
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